1)
Elsewhere in the report, case-control studies are presented in forest plots (even with abundant cohort studies), but the 71 published case-control studies on meat and colorectal cancer are not presented.
2) The report omits 13 cohort studies on red meat and colorectal cancer with a total of 1,578,970 subjects, including a very large 1992 study by the American Cancer Society (4) and studies by Hirayama (5) , Heilbrun et al (6) , Goldbohm et al (7) , Knekt (14) , and Sato et al (15) . All but 2 of these studies found no significant association with red meat.
3) The report omits the follow-up of 5 groups of vegetarians compared with socially matched omnivores by Key et al (16) . They found no difference in mortality from colorectal cancer. 4) Phillips (1975) was superseded by Phillips and Snowdon (17) , with more cases, and who found that meat was not positively associated with colorectal cancer. 5) In Pietinen et al (1999), the relative risk of colorectal cancer for beef, pork, or lamb was 0.9 or 0.8 and not significant (not 1.20 as in the WCRF2). 6) The data from Giovanucci (1994) in the WCRF2's It is not clear who among the hundreds of names at the front of the report was responsible for pages 120-121. The evidence here is incomplete, inaccurate, and does not explain why the risk of colorectal cancer from red meat was moved up from ''probable.''
The author had no commercial conflict of interest.
A Stewart Truswell
The University of Sydney Human Nutrition Unit Biochemistry Building G08 Sydney, NSW 2006 Australia E-mail: s.truswell@usyd.edu.au
Reply to AS Truswell
Dear Sir:
We are grateful for the opportunity to respond to Dr Truswell's comments. Truswell presents the conclusions of the 2007 World Cancer Research Fund/American Institute for Cancer Research (WCRF/AICR) report (1) as ''a change of judgement.'' Although it is true that the conclusions of the 2007 report are different from those in the 1997 report (2) , it is important to note that the processes used were entirely new-formal systematic literature reviews (SLRs) and meta-analysis. The literature was reviewed, and the evidence analyzed and displayed, in a standard format by using a new specification developed specifically for this purpose (3). The report's panel drew conclusions on the basis of predefined criteria that were different from those used in 1997.
Truswell notes the conclusion of the 1997 report that red meat is ''probably'' a cause of colorectal cancer but not its conclusion that processed meat is ''possibly'' a cause. He also notes the conclusions of the WHO/FAO report (his reference 3) on preserved meat but not red meat. He does not mention the 1998 UK Department of Health report, which concluded that there was moderate evidence that lower consumption of red or processed meat would reduce risk of colorectal cancer (4). Since these reports were published more evidence has become available on the link between red meat and colorectal cancer-in particular, results from a large international European multicenter study (5) .
Truswell notes that the conclusion on red meat is summarized in only a couple pages of the 2007 report. However, the 2007 report is only a summary of the voluminous evidence reviewed by the panel. The full SLR can be found on the CD that is provided with the 2007 report. Pages 120-122 in the printed report present only key information related to red meat. The conclusions of the panel were based on a detailed discussion of the whole SLR, not simply the summary evidence provided in the report.
Here we briefly respond to the Truswell's specific comments:
1) A uniquely large number of both cohort and case-control studies were identified for colorectal cancer. Because of the large number of published cohort studies, and in view of potential biases of case-control studies and the consequent questionable additional value of expending resources on summarizing them, the panel agreed in this case to restrict the evidence to the cohort studies alone, as stated in the report (page 121, paragraph 4.3.5.1.1) 2) Truswell lists 13 cohort studies that he says were not included in the SLR under red meat. Most of these studies did not report on red meat specifically (references 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14) . Some studies reported on red and processed meat combined, and others on total meat. All except Hirayama (reference 5), as well as several others not mentioned by Truswell, were included in the SLR. His reference to Hirayama is to a book and not a peer-reviewed journal. The SLR did address the broader combined group of red and processed meat, and this was part of the panel's deliberations, although there was no summary in the report. One study was an ecological study (reference 11), one reported on beef only (reference 13), and another only on fried meat (reference 8 The SLR centers were asked to present their reviews of the evidence without interpretation. Nevertheless, the WCRF/ AICR took the view that the SLR report should be
